To:  Memorandum to Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Administrative File
From: Julie Keating, CH2M Hill, x2505
Date: September 18, 2006

RE: Response to CDPHE and EPA Comments to Appendix A, Comprehensive Risk
Assessment, of the October 2005 Draft RCRA Facility Investigation — Remedial
Investigation/Corrective Measures Study — Feasibility Study Report for the Rocky Flats
Environmental Technology Site

The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) and the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region VIII provided comments to Appendix
A, Comprehensive Risk Assessment, of the October 2005 Draft RCRA Facility
Investigation — Remedial Investigation/Corrective Measures Study — Feasibility Study
Report for the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. A response to comments was
prepared for each of the comments formally transmitted. Attached is the response to

comment file.
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Comment/Response for the Comprehensive Risk Assessment — Volume 1: Executive Summary

No. -

less than 8 feet bgs were included...”

EY- -, Source .. |- Comment Typé Comment Scope . Comment . RESPONSE
1 The following are the comments resulting from a review of Appendix A, Draft CRA, See responses to General and Specific comments below.
| Volumes 1 through: 15. Except where specifically noted, the Human. Health portions
) of each of the volumes reached the appropriate conclusions and there are. no specific
! comments. Therefore, the following comments are primarily related to the ecological |
risk assessment portion of the CRA. Draft CRA Volumes 3 through 14, related to the
e i Well Tzl A7 4 terrestrial Exposure ‘Units (EUs) are generally well-written and clearly organized.
However, as noted in the following comments, there are several issues that warrant
consideration. The review identified that there were issues that were repeated and
common for Volumes 3 through: 14. Therefore, as seen below, a general set of
comments applicable to Volumes 3 through 14 have been grouped together.
VOLUME 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY lin response to regulatory agency comments that the RI/FS report include
In general, the intended audience and objective for the Draft Rocky Flats CRA an entire section that summarizes the CRA, Section 7 of the Final R/FS
Executive Summary is questioned. The executive summaries of risk assessments report was prepared. The Parties agreed that the approved text of the
typically provide a condensed version: of the full risk assessment along with faithful RI/FS Section 7 text would be used for the Executive Summary (ES) of
' reproductions of pertinent figures, tables, and graphs. This Executive Summary is the CRA. A revised CRA ES/RI-FS Section 7 was prepared, and it
more of a cross between a typical executive summary and a fact sheet, intended for included text, table, and figure revisions that were-responcive to the EPA
EPA General ES G1 Vol 1- Exec Summ the general public. Much of the text, figures, and tables were over simplified in an CRA ES comments. The Section 7/CRA ES text provides rmore details of
‘ attempt to make the document understandable to the‘lay public. In the process, the CRA methodology and findings pursuant to this VOLUME 1 -
il many important points are‘lost or unclear. It is recommended that the Executive EXECUTIVE SUMMARY comment. It was reviewed by the Parties in June
i Summary be revised to provide a condensed version of the results rather than a 2006, and approved.
b generalized fact sheet. As indicated below, these results should be iintegrated into
one RI/FS Executive Summary.
‘ As statediin comments on the main text of the RI/FS, itis recommended that the See comment response. above.
| | RI/FS be revised to include only one Executive Summary (rather than having one for
| | the RI/FS and one for the CRA), which should be presented at the beginning of the
EPA | General ES-G2 Vol 1- Exec Summ | gy/es The following comments are designed to assist in identifying areas where the
% ‘ | CRA portion: of the Executive Summary should be revised:
I |
I | Page ES-4, Section 2.0, last paragraph: The Aquatic Exposure Unit (AEU) summary | These details are pprovided in Volumes 15B1 and 15B2. They will not be
‘ should be followed by a bullet-by-bullet summary of the AEU-specific characteristics | included in the 'Executive Summary for the purpose of brevity.
EPA Specific ES-S1 Vol 1 - Exec:Summ- ' ' and potential source areas, similar to the list presented for eachterrestrial Exposure
{ I Unit (EU).
[ | Page ES-4, Section 3.1, last paragraph: As noted:numerous times iniprevious The requested change will be made.
, comments, the statement that “data-are adequate for the purposes of the CRA” is an:
i over-simplification of the Data Adequacy Report conclusions and does not address
‘ any of the potential data limitations and:biases associated: with the underlying
; datasets utilized in the CRA. Please revise the statement to indicate that the data :
; | are generally found to be adequate, however, there are certain:limitations to some of i
EPA Specific i ES-S2 Vol 1 - Exec Summ the data sets which have been discussed in each volume of the CRA and noted in !
: the uncertainty sections of the reports (NOTE: data limitations have not been. 1
completely addressed inthe Draft CRA, however, this issue should be addressed in i
revisions to the document:in:accordance with comments on:Volumes 2 through 15). i
il
| |
| | ‘Page ES-5, Section 3.2, 1st sentence: While it is recognized that this statementis | Reference to the number of data records will be deleted, and a more
: intended to demonstrate the sheer volume of data available for RFETS (2 million | detailed description of the types of data available for the CRA will be
‘ data records), as written the term “record” could potentially be misinterpreted as 1 provided.
EPA Specific ES-S3 Vol 1 - Exec Summ “samples”, which is incorrect. Recommend  revising the statement as follows: il
“...approximately 2 million data records (from X, XXX unique samples site-wide)...”.
i
Page ES-5, Section 3.2, paragraph-after first bullet list: The rationale provided for | The use of surface soil data only for terrestrial wildlife receptors is in
why surface soil and surface sediment data were combined for the HHRA (i.e., accordance with the CRA Methodology. The majority of the samples in the
EPA Specific ES-S4 Vol 1 - Exec Summ “because both are surficial: media and the exposure patterns are assumed to be -.combined data set (i.e. surface soil/surface sediment) are soil samples |
‘ similar”) also applies to terrestrial wildlife receptors. It should:be clarified as to why and the data adequacy evaluation (Volume 2, Attachment 3) indicated
terrestrial wildlife evaluated using a-dataset.comprise oniy of surface soil. these soil' data are adequate for the terrestrial ERA. No.ct.ange will be
made to the text.
Page ES-5, footnote: This footnote is in error and should be revised: as follows: “All The footnote is correct as stated. No .change will be made to the footnote.
EPA Specific ES-S5 Vol 1 - Exec Summ samples with a starting depth-less than or equal t0 0.5 feet bgs and an ending depth

PAGE 1 OF 4



Comment/Response for the Comprehensive Risk Assessment — Volume 1: Executive Summary

o Source.

1 f~yc:or'nmeht Type &

“No. " .

" Comment Scope

‘Comment

" RESPONSE

EPA

Specific

ES-S6

Vol 1. - Exec Summ

Page ES-6, Section 4.1: iIn Step 1, andilater throughout the document, the term
“acceptable” concentrations appear. It is not clear what this means, and the use of
the word with quotation marks around make its use more comfortable. The
‘maximum detected concentrations or UCLs are compared to conservative screening
levels. The purpose of these screening fevels is to focus-the quantitative risk
assessment onithe analytes which may pose an adverse risk to the receptors-at a
site. Concentrations below these levels are considered: de minimus and not thought
to pose any adverse health-.concems. The screening levels were set at a 1E-06
cancer risk fevel and 0.1 non-cancer risk level to account for cumulative effects from
muitiple contaminants. The document should be clarified to say this.

References to "acceptable concentrations” will be deleted.

EPA

Specific

ES-S6

Vol 1 -Exec Summ

In addition, the non-cancer screening level should be 0.1 not 1.0'as currently written
in-Step 1.

' The non-cancer HQ will not be referenced in the text. it is /eferenced
" correctly in: Figure ES.3.

EPA

Specific

ES-§7

Vol 1 - Exe¢c Summ

Page ES-7, 1st full paragraph: in what appears to be an &ttempt to simplify the
document, the first paragraph pertaining to COCs in some EUs or media, lbut not
others, is confusing. From a casual reading it sounded like only 5 of the EUs were
even evaluated. It would'be helpfull to expand this paragraph to fully expiain how all

+ of the media and EUs were evaluated using this screening process. Because max
values were below background or risk-based screening vslues, certain media and
EUs didn’'t have COCs. And'then, those EUs and media which did have COCs were
evaluated quantitatively in the risk assessment process.

. The second paragraph of Section 5.1 will be revised to indicate that the
i COC selection process was applied to each EU.

EPA

Specific

ES-S8

1 Vol 1-Exec.Summ

Page ES-9, Last full paragraph: The term “acceptable concentrations” shows up
again here. See comment #1 above.

The reference to “acceptable concentration® will be deletec.

EPA

Speciﬁc

ES-89

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

| Page ES-10, Ingestion of Deer and Grazing Animals: It appears that something got
lostiin the translation from the evaluation of this pathway. Simply saying that a risk is

|| less than 10% of the total is not helpful if the total risk is highly elevated and well

| above action levels. Please expand this section to include more of the actual report.
!

The section will be expanded as suggested.

EPA

Specific

ES-S10

i Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Page ES-11, Section 4.2.3: ‘Since Section 4.2.2 was “Evaluation of Insignificant
+ Pathways”, shouldn't this section:be entitled “Evaluation of Complete and Significant
Pathways™? The document flow doesn’t make sense otherwise.

Discussion of complete and significant pathways is provided in Section.
5.2.1 (formerly 4.2.1). The title of Section 5.2.2 will be “Evzluation of
Surface Water, Indoor Air, and Ingestion: of Deer and Grazing: Animals
Pathways.”

EPA

Specific

ES-S11i

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Page ES-12, Section 4.3: The textin Section 4.3 on the Toxicity Assessment has
ibeen simplified too much. it would have been more helpful to. include more of the
text from the Comprehensive Risk Assessment.

The section will be expanded as-suggested.

EPA

Specific

ES-S12

} Vol 1 - Exec Summ:

Page ES-12, Section 4.4: Please spell out “COC” and “CSF” in the first paragraph.
There appears to be missing text after 1 in 10,000..... :

COC and CSF are previously defined in:the Executive Summary. The
words "to be™ will be inserted after 10,000...

EPA

Specific

iES-S13

Vol 1 - Exec Summ:

‘Page ES-13, 1st full paragraph: It is recommended that it be reiterated that all of the
EUs were evaluated, but only 5 of them had COCs which were taken through the
quantitative risk assessment process, and here are the results.

' The text will be revised to indicate that risk estimates were calculated for
the 5 EUs where COCs were identified.

EPA

Specific

ES-S14

Vol 1: - Exec Summ

‘Page ES-13, Section:4.5: The Uncertainty Discussion appears to be very one-sided.

and present a more balanced discussion of the uncertainties which contribute to
underestimating.the risk as well as overestimating it.

It would be helpful to use more of the text from the Comprehensive Risk Assessment

The section will be expanded as suggested.

EPA

Specific

ES-815

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

‘Page ES-13, Section: 5.0: This section should be reviced to explicitly identify the
ecological receptors of concem, including the selected representative. wildlife
species, evaluated in the Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA).

A new table (ES.9) will be prepared to identify the ecological receptors of

| concem.
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EU

Source

‘ Comment Type :

No.

| Comment Scope

Comment

« RESPONSE '

EPA

Specific

ES-S16

Vol 1 - Exec Surmm

| ES-14, Section 5.3: Other sections. within the Executive Summary already present a

summary of the data quality assessment, data adequacy evaluation, and the types of
Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) utilized in the ERA, which are all part of the
Data Quality Objective (DQO) procedure. Therefore, itiis not necessary to reiterate
that the ERA was performed in accord with.DQOs. In addition, the statement that

| “...tolerable error limits -and rules for optimization of the ERA design were provided
| [in the CRA Methodologyl” is not true. As seen in.the CRA Methodology, the Type |

and Type ll error rates were “undefined” for the purposes of evaluating ecological
risks, and the data adequacy evaluation.did not include any design optimization
changes due to-quantitative power calculations. ' This entire section should be:
removed.

This section will be removed.

EPA

Specific

ES-S17

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

ES-16, Section 5.4, Step 4, Aquatic Receptors: The text should be revised to identify
the basis of the Exposure Point Concentration (EPC) used in the risk assessment

| when: calculating Hazard Quotients (HQs) for aquatic receptors, similar to the

summary provided for terrestrial receptors.

The subject text will be deleted and the section will be simplified and will
reference iFigure ES.8.

EPA

Specific

ES-S18

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

ES-16, Section 5.5: This section should be revised to clarify that potential risks to
wildlife from ingestion of ECOPCs in food items were calculated based on literature-
based soil-to-tissue bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) andiuptake regression models,
not measured tissue concentrations.

These details are provided in Volumes 3 through 15. No change will be
made to the text.

EPA

Specific

ES-519

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

ES-18, Section 5.6, last paragraph, 2nd to last sentence: As noted in the AEU-
Specific Comments, in the aquatic risk assessment for surface water, the default
ESts (as identified in the CRA Methodology) were usually based on-the chronic

. Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC) -and the “alternative” toxicity (AT) values
were usually based on the acute AWQC. The basis and interpretation of the acute
AWQC is very different than the chronic AWQC. Therefore, it is important that AT
not be interpreted: as an “alternate™ estimate of the default ESL. In addition, both the
chronic AWQC and the acute AWQC are effect-based criteria, and it is not
appropriate to make statements to the effect that the surface water ESL (chronic
AWQC) is a NOAEL-based value and the surface water AT (acute AWQC) is a
LOAEL-based value.

The text will:be clarified.

EPA

Specific

ES-S20

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

| Page ES-18, Section 5.7.1: This section describes the process used iin the

| terrestrial risk assessments for each of the EUs to interpret soil HQs with regardito
risk potential.. However, this is not the procedure utilized in the aquatic risk
assessment when interpreting surface water and sediment HQs. For aquatic
receptors, population-level effects were based on the frequency and:magnitude of
sample HQs above 1. This section should: be revised to present a summary of the
approach used to interpret potential risks to aquatic receptors from surface water and
sediment.

Additionall detail regarding the defining of risk potential!in the aquatic
ERAs will be provided.

EPA

Specific

ES-821

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Page ES-19, Risk Description/Summary Table ES.10: Neither the Risk
Characterization, Risk Description, or Tabie ES.10 present sufficient information on
- how rrisk conclusions were detemmined using the available information presented in
the ERA. Section 5.7.3 should be revised: to include the following information for
each EU/AEU: a summary of the risk assessment conclusions based on the
calculated HQs (e.g., low to moderate risk potential), other available lines of
evidence, uncertainties that were important in interpreting potential risks, the risk
management conclusions (e.g., no significant risks), the relative confidence in the
risk conclusion. Table ES.10 should be revised to present the summary of risk
conclusions {e.g., no risk, low risk).

Table 11.1:in Volumes 3 through 15-currently presents the risk
conclusions for each receptor group and EU/AEU. More detail will be
added to Table ES.10 to clarify the risk conclusions, and a {ootnote will be
added to note uncertainties in the risk conclusions.
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R |

Source

Comment Type

- "No.: -

. ° COmmem Scbpe

.. Comment

“RESPONSE

EPA

Specific

ES-822

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Page ES-19, Section 5.7.2, 2nd paragraph, 2ndisentence: The text states that
uncertainties related to ECOPC concentrations in prey tissues were “...because very
little food tissue data were available for use”. This statementimplies that HQ
calculations were based on measured data, which is not true. Alternate HQs were
calculated using median BAFs because use of the 90th.percentile BAF-may tend to ‘
overestimate tissue concentrations from soil. This statement should be deleted.

Given the details provided in.the previous sections on the use of exposure

models for. estimating:.risks, the statement does not appear to be

| misleading in the context of an uncertainty discussion. No change will be

made to the text.

EPA

Specific

ES-823

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Page ES-20, Section 5.9: 1t is unclear why background risk estimates were not
calculated for surface water or sediment, especially given that site HQs for several
ECOPCs were above 1.in some AEUs. The use of background risk estimates in:
interpreting site risks is equally important for alf media, not just surface soil. Please
clarify why background risks are not calculated for surface water and sediment. |

‘Background risks will be calculated for surface water and sediment in. the

revised CRA and described in Section 6.8 of the revised Volume 1.

EPA

Specific

ES-S24

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Table ES-3: Table ES-3 whichlists some of the exposure assumptions is not the
same table as in the Comprehensive Risk Assessment. Itis apparent that this is an
attempt to simplify the document. However, it is important that the public understand
the thorough: job which was done evaluating all of the exposure pathways andi
assumptions for the various receptors at this site. Why not use the same tables as in |
the Comprehensive Risk Assessment?

The table will be replaced with the table from the CRA, Volumes 3 through
15.

EPA

Specific

ES-S25

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Table ES-4: It is not a problem listing the toxicity criteria for only the contaminants
which were COCs, however, it should be explained'in the text that hundreds of
analytes detected at the site were evaluated against toxicity criteria Also, the source
of the toxicity criteria should be footnoted:in this:table.

The text wiil be modified to indicate that the toxicity criteria for non-COCs
are presented in the CRA Methodology.

EPA

Specific

ES-826

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Figure E7: The human health: site conceptual model shown in Figure E7 is not the
site conceptual model in the Comprehensive Risk Assessment. This is a much more
simplified version. Why not use the model in the Comprehensive Risk. Assessment
so people are aware of the thorough:job done in evaluating all possible pathways by
which the receptors could be exposed? if there is some reason this figure is to be
retained, “WRW” and “WRV™ should be defined in this figure.

Figure ES.4 willlbe replaced with the CRA figure of the Sita Conceptual
‘Model.

EPA

Specific

ES-S27

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Figure ES.10: This illustrated site conceptual'model does not identify several
important ecological exposure pathways. For example, direct contact of terrestrial
plants and invertebrates with surface soil and direct contact of benthic organisms
with sediment are not included in this figure. In.addition, the significant routes of.
exposure identified for fish is ingestion of surface water and sediment (identified'as a
red line). This figure should be revised to accurately portray the ecological exposure
pathways. :

The illustrated Site Conceptual Model will be deleted.
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Responses to Comments on the Comprehensive Risk Assessment — Volume 2

| ‘matrix. White the conclusions reached in these sections may indeed be true, these
| ‘sections, as presented, do not provide enough: information to arrive at those

conclusions. The summaries are overly generalized andi do not provide specific
-details associated with the respective data to allow the reader to-independently
confirm the conclusions. Please provide additional information in the summary text

PAGE 1QF 24

clearly that the review process described:in the above comment has been
performed.

|l The authors have applied the prescribed and agreed-upon Data Quality
| Objectives (DQO) as defined:in Sections 3 through 5 of the Rl and

EU . Source’ | CommentType [ No. | - CommentScope |- . Comment - RESPONSE
| ‘ 1 VOLUME 2 - CRA METHODLOGY AND DATA DESCRIPTION See responses: to General and Specific Comments. below.
‘ | in general, this volume is well-written and clearly organized; and it is clear that many
| i of the previous comments on the pre-draft versions have been incorporated into this
EPA Intro Vot2 version. However, as:indicated in the comments provided below, the review has
i identified several issues which warrant.consideration.
| g .
| | V2 G1. ‘Data Description. Section 2.1 provides a general overview of data available | Volume 2, Section 2.1 wili:‘be expanded to discuss the types of data and
: i and the approach for assessing-data quality. However, the intent of the Data sample depth assumptions usediin the CRA, and to reference Attachment
| ‘ Description section should be to present a concise and specific description of the 2 of Volume 2 for the data:processing steps performed on the data to
| data usedito assess risk. In addition, the Data Description sections provided in arrive at “CRA ready” data. Attachment 2 of Volume 2 will be revised to
. Volumes 3 through 14 (Section 1.1.2 in-each volume) make reference to Volume 2 include a section on data processing that:includes a compliete list of
‘ | for the “detailed description. of data storage and processing methods”™. Neither the reasons. data may not be deemed “CRA ready”. Because the process
; ' data used:in the CRA, nor the data processing methods have been clearly used to arrive at “CRA ready” data was used for the Rl (i.e., the-.same
documented. The text should be revised to present or reference the main text of the | data are used for the Rl 'and CRA, with a few exceptions [which willibe
RI/FS for the overall description of available data and the database Soil Water ihighlighted)),. the term will be changed to “Rl ready”.
' Database (SWD) (please see RI/FS comments which request that the description of
the SWD and associated dataset be clarified). While itiis recognized that the EU- One of the “Rl ready” data processing steps is removal of surface water
specific data descriptions are presented in: Volumes 3-15, the text in this section and sediment data that are for locations where there is nopotential for
(Volume 2, Main Text) is the place that shouldipresent a description of the types of thuman or aquatic receptor exposure to the water/sediment, e.g., data for
data are used in the risk assessment. The data description should first clarify that sumps and manholes or features that:no longer exist. These data are
| the risk assessment objective is to evaluate risks from residual contamination classified as No Aquatic Exposure (NAE) (see Attachment 2, Section 2.2
following Accelerated Actions, and the text should explain that only post-removal of Volume 2). It is noted that additional review of surface water/sediment
dataiis used. Please clarify that pre-removal data at sites with Accelerated Actions is | sampling‘location descriptions since the October 2005 Drait RI/FS report
EPA General Ve-G1 Vol 2 deemed:No Longer Relevant (NLR). Examples of specific items that should be was released indicates the data for the stations shown on Figure R1 and
described-include: - described in Table R2 should not beincluded in:the “RI ready” dataset,
¢ Confirmation surface soil data used for locations where Accelerated Actions i.e., they are now classified as"NAE. They will not be included in the Final
occurred, RI/FS and: CRA as agreed to by the regulatory agencies in meetings
-during the Spring-of 2006. |
¢ “Surface soil” at locations where Accelerated Actions:has occurred.are actually |
subsurface soil since imported clean backfill has been placed in the excavation
(as indicatediin Attachment 3, page 6), |
o  Depth assumptions for surface soil/sediment, subsurface soil/sediment, ‘
: : e  Types of samples used for each media type (e.g., grabs, composites, total,
i | dissolved, etc.),
| I
} ; | s CRA data rules (e.g., post 1991, maximum depth of 8 feet, etc), and
|
} | | ‘ s Rules for using soil samples that are adjacent to water as sediment.
i l The data descriptions for individual EU volumes should be reviewed to ensure that all || Table 1.1 in each of the EU volumes indicates when an accelerated'action,
! I 'EUs and AEUs indicate when an Accelerated Action has occurred ini the EU/AEU, occurred for an IHSS. Section 2.1 of Volume 2 has'been expanded to
3 ‘ indicate that confirmation samples are being:used, and indicate the approximate discuss NLR data associated with excavated: soil and the classification of
‘ EPA General V2-G1 Vol 2 depth of confirmation samples (assumed to be the surface soil). confirmation:samples from: the bottom of excavations as surface soil
‘ samples. For each EU where the risk associated with a COC or ECOPC
; is elevated because of the surface soil classification of confirmation
‘ ; samples, this is addressed in.the risk characterization.
‘ il V2 G2. ATTACHMENT 2: Data Quality Assessment (DQA). The DQA shouldibe a To address the various points, text from the Comment was copiedland
il review of the entire data generation process for every data point that is included in  highlighted in italics for clarification.
| amy:part of the decision-making process. That:is, the DQA should take the process
i as a whole from sampling to analysis to data validation to data-qualification and | The DQA should be a review of the entire data generation process. for
{ report on the usability of the dataset given cues anywhere from field quality control | oyen, data point that is included in-any part of the decision-making
{QC) samples o laboratory QC to geospatial trends. However, this DQA appearsto | process. That is, the DQA should take the process as a whole from
| stop short of: (1) exploring the potential reasons for poor QC sample results; (2) . sampling to analysis to data validation to data qualification and report on
| -applying additional qualification as a result of a holistic data review;.and (3) stating | e ysability of the dataset given cues anywhere from field quality control
EPA General va-G2 Vol 2 whether there is any other data used in decision-making that was not captured during || (QC) samples to laboratory QC to geospatial trends.
this DQA review. Furthermore, the DQA as a whole reads more like an extended i
Executive Summary because insufficient detail is provided. As an example, Section . . ) ; -
] 3.0 presents and discusses.findings associated with each analytical group and The text in:Section 1 of this document wilii be enhanced to describe more
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Source

- Comment Type

.No.

Comment Scope

- Comment.

RESPONSE

to support the conclusions, such as:

e  Percent of data qualified
o  Percent of data rejected and reasons

e Trends associated with the data, possiblyillustrated in graphs, tables and/or
maps

« Impact of qualifications to the data set, by analytical group and' sample matrix

«  Numbers of QC samples collected, by location and analytical group, possibly
presented on a figure

e  Other pertinent information that would help justify the conclusions

PAGE 20F 24

Section 3.1.5 of the Final Comprehensive Risk Asses”sment.Work Plan
and Methodology, September 2004 (CRA) to this data set. This data set
was derived from the efforts of multiple agency-reviewediand! -approved

work plans and contains comprehensive data qualifier flags and validation

reasons that describe data usability for each anatytical record'in
accordance with these work plans.

However, this DQA appears to stop short of: (1) exploring the potential
reasons for poor QC sample resulits; (2) applying additional qualification
as a result of a holistic data review; and (3) stating whether there is any
other data used in decision-making that was not captured during this DQA
review.

The text in Section 3 of this document will be enhanced to more clearly
describe the validationiand verification that the data have undergone as
prescribed in the approved work plans.

The authors believe that using the data set to look for potential trends or
to suggest findings that were missed by the thorough DQA pracess for
each approved work plan could result inidata qualification that is. less
accurate than currently represented in the dataset. And, because there is
no standard to the holistic.approach, that approach would be very difficult
to defend. For example, when using this approach to determine duplicate
iprecision, how does one decide whether it is most appropriate to examine
field duplicate precision by matrix and location; or by matrix, depth, and
location; or by matrix, depth and method; or by matrix, depth, and analyte
‘because imprecision may be specific to any of the variables and would
need to be evaluated according to the specific situation. The potential for
adding improper data flags would outweigh any potential gain.in site
characterization by this exercise:.

Furthermore, the DQA as a whole reads more like an extended Executive
Summary because insufficient detail is provided. As an example, Section
3.0 presents and discusses findings associated with each anaiytical group
and matrix. While the conclusions reached in these sections may indeed
be true, these sections, as presented, do not provide enough information
to arrive at those conclusions. The summaries are overly generalized and
do not provide specific details associated with the respective data to allow
the reader to independently confirm the.conclusions.

The comment that Section:3.0 summarizes the findings and lacks
sufficient detail will be addressed in the final version: by more clearly
delineating where additional: detai! can:be found. :For clarification, the
section is intended to summarize the findings and the reader can.find the
details desirediin the tables referenced:in this section. This particular
approach was taken in response to comments from an earlier version of
this document where the reviewer suggested that these details shouid be
placed in the following tables:

Please provide additional information in the summary text to support the
conclusions, such as:

* Percent of data gualified
- Table A.2.3 Percent of data qualified

 Percent of dala rejected and reasons
- Table A2.6. Percent data rejected. (The percentage of data rejected is

discussed in Section 3.0). See response S$2.31 for reason:codes

| explanation.

o Trends associated with the data, possibly illustrated in graphs, tables
and/or maps
- See next response to comment section following:these bullets

* Impact of qualifications to the data set, by analytical group and sample

matrix
WAL
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Source -

the sample matrix that is/are not achieving the acceptance is paramount. For
example, this assessment should include a determination if the “problem” samples
are alllocated iin.a similar region. Also, any assessment must specify the total
number of samples and the fraction that do not meet acceptance criteria. Further, if

| matrixinterferences are identified, provide information to support this conclusion.
| The resuits of these evaluations should be presentediin the respective summaries.

EU | -Comment Type No. . ~Comment Scope .+ Comment ‘RESPONSE
; - See next response to comment section following these bullets ‘
; s Numbers -of QC samples collected, by location and analvtical group, !
possibly presented on a fiqure |
- See next response to comment i
s other pertinent information that would help justify the conclusions 1
| | - Tables A2.1, A2.7, A2.9 provides other pertinent information. i
il i |
| i ‘Examples of data presentation alternatives depend on the type of QC sample and/or | These types.of data presentations to define PARCC parameters, such as !
| the trend to be illustrated. For example, duplicate sample comparisons are precision of duplicates, are inconsistent with the DQOs definediin the Rl |
| presented in graphical format. The graph-is presented as original sample versus and the CRA and!the interpretation of these presentations. does not follow |
i duplicate sampile. All data points, including non-detect values, are shown. ‘Non- any commonly accepted protocols. Generally, this DQA is based on'the |
‘ detects are plotted at the reported ND value (e.g., as 0.1 for <0.1).and the line of premise that the work plans, data validation efforts, quality assurance
EPA General V2-G2 | Vol 2 identity shown to determine how close to a-slope of 1 the duplicate pairs come. QC plans, and data evaluation activities that ledito this data set were
‘ samples should also be mapped to help:illustrate any trends geospatialilocation. adequately designed and carried out. The agency and other stakeholders.
Specific recommendations on additional tables are presented in the comments have had continuous oversight and input into the activities that led to the |
: below. data that are in.the RI/FS data set. No change will be made as a result of
Il this comment.
il
| | Additionally, there are various statements that appear repeatedly within this section The process:used to verify and correct transcription errors willibe defined.
i andirequire additional information for each instance: The degree of confidence in data that were not subjected to V&V will be
i “Transcription errors (and validator-calculated minimum detectable activities) have no | defined.
impact on: data quality....” Please provide additional information to justify these
statements. These errors can impact data quality if they are not fixed correctly or not
identified. Indicate the process taken: to verify and: correct transcription errors for
EPA General ve-Gz Vot2 samples that were subjected:to V&V. Further, explain what confidence isplaced on
data that were not subjected to V&V with respect to ensuring transcription errors did
not occur there. If non-V&YV data cannot be held to the same confidence as V&V
data, this must be explicitly stated, and the specific-analyte(s) and/or sample media
identified.
i “The percentage of all observations is low and within:method expectations”. Please || Method expectations are extracted from the published methods’
| provide additional information on method expectations. That is, state the method | documentation, and common‘EPA and other regulatory guidance
| expectations and how they were derived. Then, quantify the total number of | documents. The numbers of observations and percentages are provided
? observations and the number/percentage of observations that did not meet the ‘ in Table A2.5. Exploration of reasons beyond the definitions described in
: referenced condition, and then explain why the frequency of QC samples that do not | Table A2.3 would require retuming to the ihardcopy data packages and
meet acceptance criteria are or are not acceptable. Further, explore the likely | validation reports and.is not within the :scope of this project. Although it
EPA General v2-G2 Vol 2 reason(s) for poor response. For example, itis not always sufficient to assert | was considered, it was concluded that the value added with this step does
homogeneity of soils as the singular reason for poor RPDs. While soil homogeneity | not warrant the additional labor and expense. No change has been made
| is always a concem, there may be more information illuminated by paying attention. as a result of this comment.
| to the conditions and/or trends in the poor recoveries, especially when it is a
] particular location/area or analysis group that seems particularly affected.
i “This is more-indicative of matrix interferences than an overall precision issue.” While | The specific text will be modified to support the statement.
i it'is true that matrix‘interferences can impact the overall precision of sample analysis,
‘ they are not the only reason for poor RPD values. The purpose of the well-rounded! 3
1 QA program, where several different types of QC samples are required, is to aid in Y
| identifying potential bias in the sample data. Duplicate analyses are a part of that |
| overall QA program. RPD evaluations are a validi toof for determining: precision of ‘
. the analytical: program, ‘but must be augmented!not simply by identifying the number ;
EPA General V2-G2 Vol 2 i of.samples that did not meet criteria. Thatis, consideration for.the analyte(s) and/or }
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Comment

EU. Source Comment Type |~ “No. ... Comment Scope RESPONSE - - _
| i “The noted omissions and/or errors do not impact data quality as the omitted data The V&V observations are defined iin: Table A2.3. The impacis of the
‘ ] \ | was not required for V&V." Firstly, define a V&V observation and explain what observations were assessed during V&V through appropriate qualification
| " impact various kinds of observations may have. For example, V&V may resuilt in of data. This is a specific observation-associated with specific reason
‘ observations that are purely contractual in nature and do not impact the overall codes (802 and 804, as presented in Table A2.3). Alternative reason
quality of the data. They may be a transcription or other. error, that once identified codes (801 and 803) were also used by reviewers to denote cmissions
EPA General v2-G2 | Vol 2 during V&V and!corrected do not impact data quality. ‘Or they may be serious, that were required for data validation.. Only data qualified with the former
i irreversible errors that do impact the data quality. Once this is added to the report, (reason codes 802 and 804) were described in: this manner. iNo change
: then.add sufficient detail to the respective-summary statements (as indicated in ‘has been:made as a result of this comment.
i ! previous comments above)-to allow for independent concurrence.
} i
: “While the percentage of several of the observations is high, itiis important to note This will be addressediin the specific. comments below.
j that this analyte group...has noimpact on site characterization.” While this may be a
| true statement, 'having high: exceedances of QC requirements may show a systemic
EPA | General V2-G2 Vol 2 problem and/bias. for a portion or entire set of analytical data. Substantiate this
: statement with additional information/examples. Additional Specific Comments are
‘ provided below.
|
1 V2 G3. ATTACHMENT 3 — Data Adequacy Report (DAR), Groundwater-and Surface | In the calculation of Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) for surface
| Water Data Adequacy: The document iindicates that groundwater data are adequate | water, no distinction is made between in-stream surface water and seep
and are used to evaluate the groundwater-to-surface water exposure pathway (page | surface water, i.e., the EPC is. based on all surface water data for the EU
50). Itis alsoindicated that groundwater data have been evaluated to delineate or AEU. Therefore, exposure of ecological receptors to contaminated|
contaminant plumes and used to assess the potential for impacts to surface water. seep water has been addressed in the risk assessment. The DAR also
! However, the DAR only discusses data from seeps in order to assess the potential does not-differentiate in-stream and seep surface water. Alllsurface water
i for human health risks (i.e., seep data are compared to PRGs). As stated inprevious | data are compared'to PRGs (Figures A3.25 through A3.32). As statediin
i \ comments (comments on June 2005 Pre-Draft Data Adequacy Report), it is not clear | Section 2.8, the monitoring programs at RFETS were designed to protect
] EPA 1 General V2-G3 Voli2 why the approach includes an evaluation of seep data to surface water humanhealth | humanhealth and the environment, and:have produced data that are
i i PRGs, but there is-no mention of any .comparisons to surface water seeps to ESLs. adequate for determining the nature and extent of contamination and the
i ‘ ; In.general, itiis:agreed that comparison: of seep water to ESLs is'not necessary for establishment of ambient surface water quality pursuant to WQCD policy.
| i | seeps that do not discharge directly to surface water. However, the DAR Surface ‘No:changes will be made.
| : ! WaterData Adequacy (Section 2.8) does not clearly evaluate the approach for
| addressing the potential for ecological exposures to contaminated seep water or
groundwater discharging to surface water. Please revise the DAR to discuss:
|
I Agquatic Receptors. The primary concemn for aquatic receptors would be the impact Because the EPCs for surface water are based-on an aggregation of both
' of seeps on surface water. The objective of the DAR for this matter should be to. in-stream and seep surface water quality data, there seems to be little
| discuss whether available surface water and sediment data represent areas where value in focusing on the adequacy of seep data per se, orthe fraction of
EPA General V2-G3 Vol .2 - groundwater may discharge to surface water, and how the surface water data set total exposure by the PMJIM and non-PMJM receptors to seep water
takes into account the potential influences from. seep areas. contaminants. No changes will be made.
|
i Wildlite Receptors, Non-PMJM. The DAR should'be revised to indicate that although | See response to the comment above.
| | wildlife receptors:may occasionally drink from seeps, given the other on-site surface
| ! . water sources (e.g., creeks, ditches, ponds), it is highly unlikely that a substantial
‘ ' ‘ Y | fraction of the total water intake would be derived solely from seeps. In.addition,
EPA General V2-G3 Vol 2 | water-based ESLs for wildlife are not provided in the CRA Methodology due to the
i | expectation that wildlife exposures from ingestion: of water are likely to be negligible
‘ | relative to ingestion of dietary items and incidental ingestion of soil.
Wildlife Receptors, PMJM. The DAR:should present a figure which presents both the | See response to the comment above
| location.of seeps co-located with PMJM habitat to:illustrate that samples are either
EPA General V2-G3 Vol 2 | not needed or that samples are available in PMJM habitats that are at or are
downgradient of the seeps.
| | The evaluation of groundwater-to-surface water migration pathway should'also be The EPCs for surface water are based! on-an aggregation of both in-
\ : added to the aquatic exposure unit (AEU) assessments in Volume 15B. stream and seep surface water quality data. Therefore, groundwater
| EPA General V2-G3 Vol 2 : discharging at the surface is evaluated for the AEUs. No changes will be

made.
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Comment Type

: .'~‘;f No.

Comment Scope

Comment

RESPONSE

EPA

General

Vv2-G4

Vol 2

V2 G4. ATTACHMENT 3, Temporal Representativeness: For several ECOls, the
temporal representativeness sections make statements to the effect that, because an
ECOl'was infrequently detected, or:not detected within-a particular EU/AEU or PMJM
habitat patch, the ECOI is assumed not be present. This is only appropriate.if the
detection limits achieved were adequate to assess potentialirisks to the receptors.
For.example, on Page 37, in Section 2.5.2 (South Walnut Creek AEU), the second
paragraph:indicates that'PCBs were rarely detected in surface water. However,
Volume 1582, Attachment 1, Table A.1.2.SWAEU. 1, indicates that the detection limit
was not low enough to be able to evaluate the ESL. The issue related to the lack of
adequate detection limits is also identified for Volumes 3 through 14 (See General
Comment EU'G.23 for those volumes). Please review discussions related to non-
detected!ECOls and revise the text to indicate the limitation associated with detection
limits as appropriate. For PCBs, it is agreed that'in most scenarios, the low solubility
of the compound ' make it unlikely for the chemical to be in water especially if co-
llocated sediment concentrations are not significantly elevated. The text relatedito
PCBs in surface water should'be revised to indicate that current surface water
samples for PCBs are not warranted unless sediment concentrations are elevated:in
the stream, which is evaluated in Volume 15B.

The adequacy of detection limits relative to PRGs and ESLs is evaluated
in Attachment 1 to Violumes 3 through 15. Attachment 3.of Volume 2 will
be revised to summarize the evaluation process andioverali conclusions.
Any analyte group-specific detection limit issues related to EU and AEU
data adequacy will Ibe noted in Attachment 1.

EPA

General

V2-G5

Vol 2

V2 G5. ATTACHMENT 4 - Insignificant Pathways. The attachment was intended to
justify why these exposure pathways are considered complete, butiinsignificant in the
ihuman health site conceptual model. The explanation for ingestion: of deer meat is
appropriate. However, the justification. for all other pathways is not supported. The
attachment compares the contaminant concentrations found in surface water,
groundwater seeps and vapor intrusion to PRGs in an attempt to show why these
ipathways are-insignificant. There are a number of exceedances. of the PRGs for
each of these pathways. However, the more the authors tried to explain. why these
exceedances were not of concemn, the mo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>